Few would deny that reducing child poverty is a worthy goal for this nation, or any nation. Far less agreement exists about the best way to measure poverty. Increasingly, though, informed voices have raised questions about the adequacy of the official U.S. poverty measure. This Research Brief, the second in our series on immigrant children, draws on new results from Census 2000 data to examine differences in the poverty rates between children in immigrant families
• The difference between the baseline basic budget and official poverty rates expands to [10] [11] [12] percent in 11 states (Alaska, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Maryland, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington), to 13-15 percent in four states (Arizona, Hawaii, Massachusetts, New Jersey), and to 16-18 percent in three states (California, Nevada, New York) and the District of Columbia.
The official poverty rate assesses economic need fairly accurately for children in immigrant families in more than a dozen states with generally low costs of living, as the differences highlighted above suggest. In fact, our estimates indicate that 13 of 15 states (all except Michigan and Ohio) with the smallest difference between the baseline basic budget poverty rate and the official poverty rate are among the 17 states with median baseline budget thresholds for families with two parents and two children that are below $24,000 a year.
In contrast, the official poverty rate substantially underestimates economic deprivation for children in immigrant families in at least 19 states (including the District of Columbia) in which large proportions of the population live in comparatively high-cost metropolitan areas. In fact, 14 of these 19 states account for all the states in which more than 80 percent of children live in metropolitan areas, and 18 of these 19 states are among the 25 states in which the median baseline budget thresholds for families with two parents and two children are at least $25,000 a year.
BASELINE BASIC BUDGET POVERTY IN IMMIGRANT VS. NATIVE-BORN FAMILIES
Just as children in immigrant families are more likely to be poor than are other children, they are more likely to live in states that show larger gaps between the old and new poverty measures.
Children in immigrant families are more likely than are children in native-born families to live in states in which the difference between the baseline basic budget poverty and official poverty rates is large. Six percent of all children in immigrant families live in the 15 states in which the differences in the two poverty rates are smallest, whereas 32 percent live in states in which the two poverty rates differ by 10-12 percent, and 52 percent live in states in which the two poverty rates differ by 13-18 percent.
• Among the 15 states in which the difference between the two poverty rates is no more than 5 percent, children in immigrant families account for 2-7 percent of all children in 13 states and 8-10 percent of all children in the remaining two states.
• In sharp contrast, in the 11 states in which the difference between the two poverty rates is 10-12 percent, children in immigrant families account for as little as 9-14 percent of all children in only four states, but they account for 16-28 percent in the remaining seven states.
• Among the eight states in which the difference in the two poverty rates is still larger, that is, at 13-18 percent, the proportion of all children who live in immigrant families is as low as 18-20 percent in only two states and is in the much higher range of 27-48 percent in the remaining six states.
The overall national difference between the baseline basic budget and official poverty rates for children in immigrant families is nearly three times as large as the difference for children in native-born families (13.4 percent versus 4.7 percent). Thus, the official measure indicates that children in immigrant families are more likely than are those in native-born families to live in poverty (20.7 percent versus 13.4 percent ), whereas the baseline basic budget measure indicates that the rates of economic need are substantially higher for both groups, but especially for children in immigrant families (34.1 percent versus 18.1 percent for children in native-born families).
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ADDING CHILD CARE AND EARLY EDUCATION INTO THE MIX: FRAMING THE ISSUE
Entering or returning to the work force can enable mothers to boost family income, lowering the risk that a family will fall into poverty, but without adequate child care their efforts are often stymied. At the same time, child care and, more importantly, formal early education programs for young children are much more than a tool to facilitate parents' employment. As the first Research Brief in this series emphasized, early education can play a critical role in fostering positive development for all children and in the successful integration of children in immigrant families.
Indeed, early education has important economic and social dimensions beyond facilitating mother's employment. High quality early education programs have been found to be beneficial for children, particularly those with disadvantaged family circumstances, and to have salutary consequences for the broader society. These long term impacts include increased high school graduation rates and, during adolescence and the adult years, higher earned incomes, higher homeownership rates, lower rates of welfare receipt, lower rates of out-of-wedlock childbearing, and lower arrest rates. 8 The baseline basic budget poverty rate does not, however, take into account the costs of child care or early education for young children, although the NRC report recommended at least that child care be included as a "work-related expense" in assessing economic deprivation.
The Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) approach to measuring poverty, which is used widely in drawing comparisons across rich countries, also does not take these costs into account. However, in rich European countries, children generally have access to and participate in formal early child education and care arrangements funded by the national government. Further, in these countries, parents of infants and toddlers can care for these very young children at home because of government-guaranteed, job-protected, paid maternal or paternal leave arrangements. 9 Thus, for comparisons involving rich countries other than the United States, it is not necessary to take into account the costs to families of child care or early education, but for the United States, the NRC recommended that at least the child costs be included in calculating the poverty rate.
However, the NRC report recommended that child care costs be taken into account only for families in which there is no stay-at-home parent to care for the children and at a level that provides only for the minimum care necessary for the parent to hold down a job, not for care involving educational enrichment. 10 Yet research indicates clearly that high quality early childhood education programs promote school readiness and educational success. 11 In addition, as the first Research Brief in this series reported, participation in high-quality preschool programs may be particularly valuable for enhancing the cognitive development of children in immigrant families. 12 The brief also pointed out that socioeconomic barriers can account for most-or perhaps all-of the lower enrollment levels of these children in such programs. 13 Past research also has found that many mothers who are not in the workforce would seek employment, and many employed mothers would work more hours, if child care were available at reasonable cost. This seems to be especially true for mothers who are young, single, and with low educational levels or little income.
14 For all of these reasons, in this Research Brief, our calculations for the second baseline budget poverty rate presented here include costs related to child care and early education for all children regardless of parental work. The empirical estimates for this purpose are based largely on the state-level, center-based child care costs to families made by the Children's Defense Fund (CDF). 15 Our approach does not address the cost implications of differences between typical center-based care and high-quality center-based programs, an important distinction in light of recent research showing that the quality of many early education programs leaves considerable room for improvement. 17 Given a recent estimate that a high-quality preschool program may cost $8,000 per child a year, 18 while the CDF 5 locality-based estimates indicate that the costs of actual programs range from $3,540 to $7,848 a year, our approach using CDF data tends to substantially underestimate the costs of a high-quality preschool program in most localities across the nation as of Census 2000. Our estimate also allocates the cost of center-based care for very young children, while in European countries the cost of paid maternal/ paternal leave for many new parents assured by national governments is likely much higher. Thus, our approach tends to underestimate costs for very young children compared to comparable benefits provided in European countries.
At the same time, we acknowledge the trend among states to enact voluntary universal prekindergarten (pre-K) programs. Currently, three states (Florida, Georgia, Oklahoma) offer voluntary universal pre-K programs in which parents can enroll their four-year-old children, and four states (Illinois, Iowa, New York, West Virginia) are phasing in such programs. 19 In addition, we acknowledge that some parents receive subsidies from government programs targeted to enroll children in low-income families in child care or early education programs, and that some parents may prefer to remain at home to care for their own children. For these states and for these reasons, baseline basic budget poverty rates that include early education costs may be somewhat lower today than is suggested by data from Census 2000.
Insofar as the precise magnitude of these countervailing tendencies to underestimate and to overestimate the costs of child care and early education cannot be measured, the results presented here should be viewed as approximate. In addition, this imprecision, as well as other limits to available data, point to the value and the need for the collection of additional data on various topics to provide the foundation for further improvements in poverty measurement.
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ADDING CHILD CARE AND EARLY EDUCATION INTO THE MIX: LOOKING AT THE NUMBERS
Children in immigrant families experience, as noted above, a national baseline basic budget poverty rate of 34 percent, but this proportion varies from the comparatively low level of [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] Of the 16 states with baseline basic budget poverty rates of 30 percent or more, children in immigrant families in all except four of these states (California, Arkansas, Florida, New York) experience a baseline basic budget plus child care and early education costs poverty rate that is 15-21 percent higher than the baseline basic budget poverty rate alone. Moreover, for California and New York, the difference in the two rates is nearly as large-at 13-14 percent. In 11 additional states, the inclusion of early child care and education costs for children in immigrant families leads to an increase in the estimated baseline basic budget poverty rate in the range of 15-22 percent (Alaska, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Wisconsin). It is important to note that six of these states (Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa, Oklahoma, New York) are implementing publicly funded universal pre-K programs that may have significantly reduced baseline basic budget plus early education poverty rates in those states since Census 2000.
Including the cost of early education and child care along with other costs in the baseline basic family budget increases the estimated poverty rate for children in immigrant families by 13.8 percent-from 34 percent to 48 percent. The corresponding increase in the estimated poverty rate for children in native-born families is nearly as large-10.6 percent (18.1 percent when costs for early education and child care are not included versus 28.7 percent when these costs are included).
The U.S. Census Bureau has recognized the usefulness of poverty-related measures that set thresholds at levels different from that of the official measure, publishing results for a wide range of ratios of "income to poverty" thresholds since 1975. 21 The alternative measure that is perhaps used most widely in U.S. policy discussions sets the threshold at 200 percent, double the official threshold. Although the baseline basic budget plus child care and early education costs poverty rate varies greatly across states, in only seven states are the rates as low as 23-29 percent for children in immigrant families. In 19 states, this "baseline basic budget plus" poverty rate ranges from 30-39 percent; in 17 states, it ranges from 40-49 percent; and in seven states (Arizona, California, Idaho, Minnesota, New Mexico, New York, Texas) and the District of Columbia, it ranges from 50-61 percent.
Child poverty rates in prosperous European countries offer an instructive counterpoint to rates in the United States. To compare the economic circumstances of children in the United States and rich European countries, results from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) approach for other countries are especially relevant. These results indicate that the poverty rates for six countries with near universal maternal/paternal leave and preschool (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, France, Germany) range from 2.4-10.2 percent. In contrast, the baseline basic budget plus child care and early education costs poverty rate is nearly triple this level or more-at 28.7 percent-for U.S. children in native-born fami-lies and nearly five times this level or more-at 47.9 percent-for U.S. children in immigrant families. 23 The differences would be still larger if our U.S. measure were expanded to include health care costs, because government-funded national health insurance is available to children in all rich countries other than the U.S.
SUMMARY
This Research Brief has presented two new sets of poverty estimates that address serious shortcomings in the official poverty measure. Using procedures that draw upon the family budget approach developed by the Economic Policy Institute, we calculated a new "baseline basic budget poverty" measure that takes into account the costs of housing, food, other necessities, transportation for work, and federal income/payroll taxes. We calculated a second new measure-which might be termed "baseline basic budget poverty plus"-that also takes into account the costs for formal child care and early education. Thus, this latter measure provides a basis for comparison with rich European countries that have government-funded early education programs and job-protected paid maternal or paternal leave allowing parents to remain at home and care for their very young children.
The new measures indicate that poverty is much higher than what is suggested by the official measure. The baseline basic budget poverty rate for children in Census 2000 was 21.3 percent, compared with the official poverty rate of 14.8 percent, and taking into account costs for child care and early education increases the baseline basic budget poverty rate to 32 percent. The latter estimate is three or more times greater than the comparable estimates of 2.4 -10.2 percent for six rich European countries with near universal maternal/paternal leave and preschool. Moreover, these differences would be still larger if the lack of access to health insurance in the United States were also taken into account. (The reader should bear in mind that new estimates presented here are approximate, in light of the various countervailing factors noted above.)
The baseline basic budget poverty rate and baseline basic budget plus rate are much higher for children in both native-born and immigrant families than is the official poverty rate. But the differences are larger for children in immigrant families than they are for children in native-born families. The reason for this gap is that the baseline basic budget poverty rates take into account the local cost of living, and children in immigrant families more often live in states where these costs are comparatively high. Thus, the official poverty rates for children in immigrant and native-born families are 20.7 percent and 13.4 percent, respectively, but these proportions rise to 34.1 percent and 18.1 percent, respectively, for the baseline basic budget measure. These proportions rise to 47.9 percent and 28.7 percent, respectively, for the baseline basic budget measure expanded to include child care and early education costs. According to these results, the official measure-because of its deficiencies-understates poverty by more than one-half for children in both groups, representing an understatement of 15.3 percent for children in native-born families and of 27.2 percent for children in immigrant families.
IMPLICATIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS FOR POLICY AND PROGRAMS
What are the implications of these results for government policies and for public and private programs? As governments and private organizations seek to reduce child poverty, our results serve as a harsh reminder that the magnitude of the task is much larger than the official poverty measure had suggested previously. Because of its shortcoming, that measure tends to understate economic need, and the understatement is especially large for children in immigrant families. Strategies to address these higher levels of economic need could include the following.
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• First, the level at which eligibility criteria are set for major public programs could be reviewed regularly for all programs to make sure that these criteria allow every economically deprived child and family to qualify for needed benefits and services. This strategy would be in keeping with the trend toward increasing the minimum dollar value of income eligibility criteria for major public programs, often to 200 percent of the official poverty threshold, or higher. In view of the large differences in the price of critical goods and services across the United States, it is important that these reviews include considerations of the local cost of living.
• Second, approaches directed especially at the specific circumstances of immigrant families could be developed and expanded, because children in immigrant families experience substantially higher poverty rates than do children in native-born families, and the new poverty measures indicate that this gap is much larger than reflected in the official poverty measure. As indicated in the first Research Brief in this series, these approaches could include 1) devoting additional resources to assuring that children in immigrant families have access to high-quality early education; 2) improving educational programs' outreach to immigrant parents; and 3) creating more effective two-generation family literacy programs . In addition, the first Research Brief recommended developing educational policies, programs, and curricula that encourage bilingual fluency and literacy (reading and writing). Substantial research in 13 countries including the U.S. indicates that children in immigrant families who identify with and participate in both their parents' origin culture and the national culture of the adopted homeland adjust better than adolescents with other patterns of acculturation; that is, children who are bilingual and bicultural children adapt and integrate most successfully.
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• Third, the federal government could devote additional resources to developing the data needed to accurately assess economic need among children and families in the United States, reflecting the local cost of living and the full range of costs incurred by families seeking a safe and decent quality of life.
CONCLUSION
The official poverty rate substantially understates economic need among children, particularly children in immigrant families. The improved measures presented in this brief aim to correct deficiencies in the official way that the extent of child poverty is assessed in the United States. This information also underscores the need for public and private programs aimed at reducing child poverty to set eligibility criteria for these programs at appropriate levels, taking into account the local cost of living. Finally, results of our analyses underscore the need for programs and policies to address the specific circumstances of children and parents in immigrant families to assure that they will flourish and contribute to the nationthus benefiting us all.
ABOUT THIS SERIES
This series of two research briefs uses new results of analyses of Census 2000 data to examine children in immigrant or newcomer families, that is, children with at least one foreign-born parent. These results are important because they help to fill in the large gaps in our knowledge about the burgeoning population of children in newcomer families. The new state-specific findings are particularly noteworthy in this regard. Overall, the series seeks to provide information that is useful to policy makers, program administrators, community organizations, advocates, the general public, and the media in fostering the well-being of children in this population. 
